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EXECUTIVE  SUMMARY 


'^insights  into  tomorrow’* 


Part  of  our  College  mission  is  distribution  of  the 
students’  problem  solving  products  to  DoD 
sponsors  and  other  interested  agencies  to 
enhance  insight  into  contemporary,  defense 
related  issues.  While  the  College  has  accepted  this 
product  as  meeting  academic  requirements  for 
graduation,  the  views  and  opinions  expressed  or 
implied  are  solely  those  of  the  author  and  should 
not  be  construed  as  carrying  official  sanction. 


REPORT  NUMBER  86-1730 

AUTHOR(S)  MAJOR  JOSEPH  C.  MENENDE2 

TITLE  ATTITUDES  OF  PACIFIC 

AIR  FORCE  PERSONNEL 


PyCPPS®*  ascertain  whether  significant  differences 

exist  between  the  job  attitudes  of  personnel  assigned  to  the 
Pacific  Air  Forces  (PACAF)  and  the  job  attitudes  of  personnel 
in  other  commands  and  theaters  throughout  the  Air  Force. 

II*  Background:  Employee  job  attitudes  can  have  a 
significant  impact  on  unit  effectiveness.  Similarities 
between  job  roles  and  task  characteristics  of  PACAF  personnel 
and  other  USAF  personnel  indicate  that  the  attitudes 
displayed  by  these  groups  will  not  vary  significantly  from 
one  another.  However,  these  differences  can  be  measured  and 
evaluated.  Current  literature  reveals  that  it  is  im;jortant 
and  necessary  to  accurately  predict  and  analyze  these 
differences  so  as  to  apply  corrective  intervention  where 
deemed  necessary.  The  Leadership  and  Management  Development 
Center  <LMDC)  at  Maxwell  AFB,  Alabama  has  developed  the 
Organizational  Assessment  Packag;^  ( OAP )  instrument  to  help  in 
assessing  job  attitudes  and  identifying  possible  management 
improvement  areas  for  organizations. 

Ill*  present  research  capitalizes 

on  data  collected  by  the  LMDC  during  numerous  administrations 
of  the  OAP  at  the  invitation  of  unit  commanders  throughout 
the  Air  Force.  The  data  were  divided  into  two  categories: 
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CONTINUED 


PACAF  personnel  and  USAF  personnel  assigned  to  other  comnvands 
and  theaters.  A  demographic  comparison  is  then  conducted 
according  to  the  three  subcategor ies  of  officers*  enlisted, 
and  civilian  personnel.  For  the  comparison  of  attitudinal 
data*  statistical  analyses  were  conducted  using  standard 
inferential  statistics  at  the  95*/.  confidence  level.  Two- 
tailed  t-tests  were  performed  to  discern  any  differences 
between  groups  within  each  personnel  category  in  21 
attitudinal  factors.  Results  show  that  statistically 
significant  differences  exist  between  the  job  attitudes  of 
PACAF  personnel  and  those  of  other  USAF  personnel  in  15  of 
the  21  factors  measured  by  the  OAP.  While  statistical 
differences  exist  in  15  factors,  the  differences  were 
generally  small  and  generally  limited  to  only  one  of  the 
three  personnel  categories.  In  seven  of  the  factors, 
however,  differences  exist  in  two  or  more  personnel 
categories.  These  seven  factors  are  discussed  in  detail. 

For  all  seven  factors,  the  PACAF  sample  group  had  higher  mean 
scores,  indicating  greater  job  satisfaction  than  the  data 
base  group.  The  seven  factors  wherein  significant 
differences  exist  for  two  or  more  personnel  categories  are 
Work  Repetition,  Job  Motivation  Index*  Work  Support* 
Organizational  Communications  Climate,  Advancement- 
Recognition,  Work  Group  Effectiveness,  and  General 
Organizational  Climate. 

Cone lusi gn/Recgmmendat ions:  The  study  concludes  that  a 
greater  degree  of  Job  satisfaction  exists  among  PACAF 
personnel  than  among  USAF  personnel  assigned  to  other 
commands  and  other  theaters.  As  a  result  it  is  determined 
that  existing  managerial  practices*  procedures  and  technigues 
are  working  well  and  should  not  be  interfered  with.  The 
possibility  exists  that  other  theaters/commands  experiencing 
difficulties  with  work  related  satisfaction  among  assigned 
personnel  may  wish  to  emulate  the  PACAF  practices. 


Chapter  One 


INTRODUCTION 

A  1983  study  conducted  for  the  Army  Research  Institute 
found  that  dissatisfied  soldiers  not  only  do  not  reenlist, 
but  they  are  unlikely  to  give  any  credence  to  management 
efforts  to  convince  them  that  their  next  assignment  will 
bring  them  any  more  satisfaction  (Notowidlo  &  Lawton*  1984). 
This  study  highlights  the  need  for  commanders  and  functional 
managers*  at  all  levels*  to  know  the  job  attitudes  of  the  men 
and  women  they  supervise.  The  present  work  examines  job 
attitudes  within  one  Air  Force  major  command*  Pacific  Air 
Forces  (PACAF)*  in  the  hope  that  the  information  presented 
will  help  PACAF  commanders  and  supervisors  increase  job 
satisfaction  within  the  command. 

People  issues  are  important  in  PACAF*  especially  since 
"Manpower  accounts  for  more  than  59  percent  of  PACAF ’ s  total 
annual  budget  ■for  accomplishing  mission  regu  i  rements"  (PACAFP 
c;6'4  1985*  Foreword).  The  people  of  PACAF  include  over 
36*500  officers*  enlisted  personnel  and  civilians  working 
together  to  accomplish  the  defense  mission  in  the  Pacific 
theater.  Because  the  PACAF  mission  is  unigue*  this  paper 
explores  significant  differences  between  job  attitudes  of 
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personnel  assigned  to  PACAF  and  those  of  personnel  in  other 
USAF  commands.  Before  looking  at  the  job  attitudes  of 
PACAF’s  people*  however*  further  description  of  PACAF ’s  scope 
and  mission  is  in  order. 

PACAF*  as  the  air  component  of  Pacific  Command*  conducts 
and  coordinates  offensive  and  defensive  air  operations  as  its 
primary  mission  (Fact  Sheet  83-20*  1983).  The  men  and  women 
who  are  responsible  for  performing  this  mission  are  a 
valuable  resource*  and  PACAF  must  "compete  with  othef  MAJCQMs 
for  limited  manpower  resources  in  the  Five-Year  Defense 
Program"  (PACAFP  26-A  *  1985,  p.  3‘.  .  PACAF  personnel 

constraints  include  ceilings  on  numbers  of  officers,  airmen 

i 

i 

and  civilians*  paygrade  allocations*  the  number  of  rated 
personnel*  and  headquarters  management  personnel  (PACAFP  26- 
4*  1985).  Since  manpower  is  a  limited  resource*  it  is  vital 
that  PACAF  leaders  make  valid*  timely  assessments  of  the 
organ! 2at ional  environment*  so  as  to  implement  effective 
change  when  necessary  or  perpetuate  existing  practices  where 
they  are  successful. 

In  Organizational  Assessment*  the  authors  attempt  to 
highlight  the  need  for*  and  possible  uses  of  organizational 
assessment  data  (Lawler*  Nadler,  &  Camman*  1980).  The  data 
are  useful  and  necessary  for  internal  decision  makers, 

■(  decision  makers  outside  the  organization  and  researchers. 

•i 

•(  This  study  is  concerned  specifically  with  the  decision  maker 

i 

and  the  use  of  job  attitude  information  in  job  choice 

I 

I 

I 
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decisionst  human  resources  management  decisions*  systematic 
diagnosis  and  change*  program  evaluation*  resource  allocation 
decisions*  regulation  and  control*  and  public  policy 
formulation  (Lawler  et  al . *  19B0>.  When  analyzed  and  used 

properly,  the  data*  information  and  subsequent 
recommendations  can  make  significant  contributions  to 
or gan i zat i ona 1  effectiveness  and  mission  accomplishment. 

The  data  necessary  for  such  analyses  were  collected  by 
the  Leadership  and  Management  Development  Center  (LMDC)  of 
the  Air  I'niversity  at  Maxwell  AFB,  Alabama.  The  data  were 
collected  via  the  Organizational  Assessment  Package  (OAP)*  a 
survey  questionnaire  administered  in  the  field  and  used  to 
assess  job  attitudes  of  Air  Force  personnel.  In  order  to 
address  significant  differences  between  the  job  attitudes  of 
personnel  assigned  to  PACAF  and  those  of  personnel  assigned 
to  other  commands  and  theaters*  the  present  sti dy  pursues 
four  related  objectives: 

1.  To  review  relevant  hachqround  research  and 
ni  rjan  i  z  a  1 1  ona  1  Dehavio\‘  literatine* 

2.  To  compare  OAP  measured  demographic  characteristics 
and  jOb  attitudes  of  officers,  enlisted  personnel  and 
civilians  in  PACAF  with  the  corresponding  characteristics  and 
attitudes  of  personnel  assigned  to  other  USAF  theaters  and 
commands ; 

3.  To  analyze  significant  attitudinal  differences 
between  PACAF  perscmnel  and  other  USAF  personnel;  and 

3 


4. 


To  develop  recommendations  for  PACAF  commanders  and 


functional  managers. 

The  above  objectives  will  be  addressed  in  the  following 
fashion.  Chapter  Two  consists  of  a  literature  review  of  the 
significant  work  in  the  field.  CIraptei  Three  develops  the 
methodology  for  collecting  the  data  and  describes  the 
instrument  to  be  used.  A  brief  description  of  the  subjects 
of  the  study »  PACAF  personnel*  is  also  presented  in  this 
chapter*  along  with  a  cursory  description  of  the  analytical 
procedures  used  in  investigating  differences  in  job 
attitudes.  Chapter  Four  presents  statistical  analyses  which 
form  the  basis  for  the  conclusions  and  recommendations. 
Chapter  Five  takes  the  findings  presented  in  the  analytical 
phase  and  attempts  to  draw  some  conclusions  as  to  their 
meaning.  Finally*  Chapter  Six  summarizes  the  findings  and 
conclusions  and  presents  some  pertinent  recommendations  based 
on  the  analyses.  The  interested  reader,  critic*  researcher 
or,  most  importantly,  the  commander  in  the  field*  can  take 
action  based  on  evidence  presented  herein  to  improve  the 
organization  or  to  perpetuate  those  things  which  are  working 
we  11. 
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Chapter  Two 


LITERATURE  REVIEW 

The  fir*t  major  objective  of  this  study  is  the  review  of 
relevant  background  research  ard  organizational  behavior 
literature.  While  much  work  has  been  done  in  the  field  of 
organizational  behavior •  little  of  that  work  has  taken  a 
regional  focus.  Specifically*  in  the  Pacific  theater*  few 
analyses  of  job  attitudes*  organizational  behavior  or  trends 
have  been  conducted.  Therefore*  the  work  discussed  here 
necessarily  takes  a  general  perspective.  The  aim  is  to 
acquaint  the  reader  with  pertinent  literature  on  the  subject 
of  organizational  behavior*  assessment*  feedback  and  other 
current  issues  under  investigation.  The  review  is  organized 
into  five  categories:  organizational  behavior*  measurement 
variables*  satisfaction*  leadership*  and  reenlistment. 

OcaioiKiileotl  Stbtyisi: 

A  1950  study*  Projlugtiyity »  Syaecyifion  an^  daCfilS  iD  4D 
Gffi.ce  ^i.tu#^ign*  by  Katz*  Maccoby  and  horse*  found  that 
supervisors  of  high  producing  sections  act  differently  than 
supervisors  of  lower  producing  sections.  Generally* 
supervisors  of  higher  producing  sections  regard  supervision 
as  the  most  important  part  of  their  work  and  spend  most  of 
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their  time  at  it.  They  usually  set  up  certain  conditions 
within  the  work  environment  and  allow  employees  to  work  out 
the  details.  Higher  producing  sections  also  show  a  higher 
degree  of  pride  in  their  work. 

It  appears,  therefore,  that  there  may  be  at  least  some 
link  between  styles  of  leadership,  pride  and  other 
attitudinal  values  and  productivity.  It  might  then  be 
advisable  to  be  able  to  measure  some  of  these  attributes. 
Surveys  can  help  serve  that  function.  Surveys  can  assist  in 
feedback,  diagnosis,  communication,  training,  assessing 
corporate  values  and  assessing  the  financial  impact  of 
employee  attitudes  (Nadler,  1977).  When  surveys  are  used  for 
the  purpose  of  organizational  development  via  feedback,  it  is 
necessary  to  use  data-based  tools  and  processes.  Feedback  is 
one  of  the  most  important  factors  in  this  organizational 
development  process.  It  can  be  most  effective  when  used  in 
conjunction  with  other  forms  of  interventions.  The  user 
should  also  recognize  that  there  are  other  sources  of 
information  besides  surveys  (Dunham  &  Smith,  1979). 

QD9ADi^9ii?!?il  6S19B9!99Di>  Lawler,  Nadler  and  Camman 
<19B0),  outlines  the  purposes  and  uses  of  organizational 
assessment  data,  establishes  models  for  organizational 
assessment,  reviews  some  of  the  available  technolocy«  defines 
the  process  of  organizational  assessment  and  sets  forth 
conclusions  about,  and  future  directions  for,  organizational 
assessment.  Indeed  the  field  has  not  been  lacking  in 
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research.  The  following  section  summarizes  some  of  the  more 
significant  efforts. 

QtAiyctfttci  yttiftbltf 

A  1984  California  study  on  the  quality  of  work  life 
(QUL)  highlights  seven  predictors  of  QUL .  They  are  the 
degree  to  which  superiors  treat  workers  with  respect  and  have 
confidence  in  them*  variety  in  daily  work  routine*  work 
challenges*  the  extent  to  which  present  work  leads  to  future 
opportunity*  self-esteem*  the  extent  to  which  life  outside 
work  affects  life  at  work*  and  the  extent  to  which  the  work 
contributes  to  society  (Levine*  Taylor*  &  Davis*  1984). 

Such  measurement  variables  have  been  shown  to  be  indicative 
measures  of  job  attitudes. 

A  1982  study  showed  a  strong  positive  correlation 
between  certain  task  attributes  and  productivity  and  job 
satisfaction*  particularly  as  these  attributes  are  perceived 
by  the  employees  (Griffin*  1982).  Another  study  in  1982* 
however*  showed  that  when  workers  are  satisfied  they  describe 
their  jobs  more  favorably  than  their  dissatisfied 
counterparts  despite  the  fact  that  they  may  be  doing  the  same 
job  (Caldwell  &  O’Reilly*  1982).  Thus*  despite  extensive 
work  in  the  study  and  measurement  of  job  satisfaction*  causal 
links  have  yet  to  be  established. 

§§titf«ctiQn 

Three  recent  studies  pei  taining  to  the  concept  of  job 
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satisfaction  appear  particularly  interesting  for  the  present 
work.  The  first  addresses  the  relationship  between  role 
conflict*  role  ambiguity  and  job  attitudes.  In  formulating 
job  attitudes*  workers  show  stability  across  organizational 
levels  in  terms  of  role  conflict  and  job  attitudes.  However* 
role  ambiguity  and  job  attitudes  are  strongly  related  at  the 
higher  levels  of  organization  (Drory*  1981). 

At  least  two  other  variables  have  a  direct  relation  to 
job  sat isfact ion:  control  over  determinants  of  success  and 
work  environment  support  for  worker  values.  A  University  of 
Notre  Dame  work  in  1981  studied  internal  versus  external 
determinants  of  success.  One  finding  was  that  belief  in 
external  control  of  the  determinants  of  success  was  directly 
related  to  job  satisfaction  (Vecchio*  1981).  An  Indiana 
University  study  in  1961  found  a  relationship  between  work 
environment  support  of  worker  values  and  job  satisfaction! 
in  an  environment  of  all  satisfied  workers*  Wood  (1981)  found 
that  nearly  all  worker  values  were  being  supported  by  the 
environment.  It  may  be  reasonable  then  to  conjecture  that  an 
environment  which  supports  worker  values  may  have  a  direct* 
beneficial  effect  on  job  satisfaction.  Leadership*  of 
course*  can  play  a  significant  role  in  the  level  of  support 
perceived  by  the  worker  in  his  or  her  environment. 

WtfdtCfbiB 

Three  studies  are  looked  at  in  the  leadership  area. 
First*  it  appears  that  senior  officials  in  non-business 
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organizations  tand  to  amploy  more  of  the  directive  style  of 
leadership  than  the  participatory*  as  compared  to  senior 
officials  in  business  organi zat ions  (Chitayat  &  Venezia* 
19B4).  This  has  direct  relevance  to  the  military 
organization*  Mhich  is  the  subject  of  the  present  study. 

When  an  atmosphere  of  warmth  is  combined  with  the  directive 
approach*  however*  productivity  seems  to  increase.  A  Simon 
Fraser  University  study  (Tjosvold*  1904)  looked  at  warm 
directive*  warm  non-directive  and  cold  styles  of  leadership 
in  a  work  environment.  The  warm  directive  leader’s  group 
tended  to  be  the  most  productive  while  the  warm  non-directive 
leader  had  the  least  productive  group.  Finally*  structure 
seems  at  least  partly  responsible  for  job  satisfaction*  as 
discovered  in  a  1983  Temple  University  research  effort 
<2eitz«  1983).  Zeitz  found  that  "satisfaction  is  higher  in 
more  highly  structured  roles*  contradict ive  of  earlier 
findings”  (p.  1066).  This  may  be  due*  at  least  partly*  to 
the  fact  that 

Role  clarity  was  an  important  predictor  of 
satisfaction.  .  .  .  extensive  and  well  enforced  rules 
reduce  anxiety  and  serve  as  a  basis  for  reward  seeking 
activity  .  .  .  members  find  clarity  to  be  a  source  of 
satisfaction  ...  by  contrast  close  personal 
supervision*  freguent  checking  and  extensive  use  of 
sanctions  breeds  resentment  and  distrust.  <Zeitz*  1933* 

p.  1102) 

These  findings  play  an  important  role  in  deciding  the 
leadership  style  to  be  used  with  the  group  since  attitudes 
may  indirectly  play  a  part  in  reenlistment  decisions. 


9 


BttDlitlMDjl 

Th«  first  study  snsiyzsd  In  rsgsrd  to  rssnl istmsnt 
attitudes  was  a  1983  work  at  the  Naval  School  of  Health 
Science  <LaRocco«  1983).  Unfortunately*  the  main  conclusion 
was  to  recommend  further  study.  But*  in  the  process*  LaRocco 
discovered  that  attitudes  toward  the  job  had  no  effect  on 
behavior  (in  this  case  reenlistment  decision)*  although  the 
study  admits  to  weak  relationships  between  attitudes  and 
behavior.  However*  behavior  (including  the  decision  to  leave 
the  service)  does  have  a  greater  influence  on  attitude  than 
vice-versa  (LaRocco*  1983).  Thus*  caution  must  be  exercised 
in  surveying  the  working  force  and  in  applying  intervention 
to  organizational  problems  until  definitive  conclusions  are 
reached  as  to  whether  negative  attitudes  towards  reenlistment 
follow  the  decision  to  leave  the  service  or  the  other  way 
around . 

liotowidlo  and  Lawton  (1984)  established  and  tested  three 
models  on  reenlistment  decisions.  They  found  that  job 
satisfaction  affected  reenlistment  decisions  only  to  the 
extent  that  it  affects  the  expectancy  variables.  That  is*  to 
the  extent  that  a  satisfied  worker  has  more  positive 
expectancy  of  the  prospects  of  staying  in  the  service  then  he 
or  she  is  more  likely  to  remain.  No  direct  link  was  found* 
however*  between  job  satisfaction  and  reenlistment  intentions 
or  decisions. 

A  final  note  on  satisfaction  versus  reenlistment  centers 
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on  volunteer  status  of  the  subject  group.  Breaugh 
(1981),  in  a  University  of  Missouri  study,  found  that 
volunteers  are  more  likely  "to  report  that  they  work  for 
rewards  of  social  interaction  and  service  to  others,  that 
their  work  is  more  praiseworthy  and  that  they  are  more 
satisfied  and  less  likely  to  leave  the  organization" 

<p.  650).  Therefore,  although  few  definitive  findings  have 
been  produced  linking  job  attitudes  and  satisfaction  with 
reenlistment,  it  would  appear  that  those  who  volunteer  for 
PACAF  duty  are  more  likely  to  be  satisfied  with  their  jobs 
and  remain  in  the  service. 


8U99t!:if 

This  review  of  pertinent  literature  leads  to  the 
following  assumptions  upon  comparison  with  the  initial  data 
base.  Assuming  that  job  rolest  and  task  characteristics 
remain  fairly  constant  as  the  theater  changes*  then  there  is 
little  r eason  to  expect  any  significant  differences  in  job 
attitudes  between  personnel  assigned  to  PACAF  and  personnel 
assigned  to  other  theaters.  It  is  expected  then,  to  find 
that  job  attitudes  of  PACAF  personnel,  as  indicated  on  the 
OAP ,  will  not  vary  significantly  from  the  job  attitudes  of 
personnel  assigned  to  the  rest  of  the  Air  Force.  The 
methodology  used  in  conducting  the  analysis  is  addressed  in 
the  following  chapter. 
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Chapter  Three 


METHOD 

This  chapter  explains  the  methodology  employed  in 
gathering  and  analyzing  the  data  for  this  study.  The  method 
capitalizes  on  data  collected  in  approximately  300*000 
administrations  of  the  Organizational  Assessment  Package 
(OAP).  First*  the  OAP  survey  instrument  is  described. 

Second*  the  method  for  collecting  the  data  is  described. 
Third*  a  brief  look  at  the  subjects  of  the  study*  personnel 
assigned  to  PACAF ,  is  provided.  And  finally*  this  chapter 
explains  the  procedure  used  in  conducting  the  analysis. 

iDiitygtDifiifiD 

Among  other  things*  the  mission  of  the  LliDC  includes 
conducting  research  on  Air  Force  systemic  issues*  providing 
leadership  and  management  training*  and  providing  management 
consultation  services.  To  carry  out  these  functions*  the 
LMDC*  with  the  help  of  the  Air  Force  Human  Resources 
Laboratory  at  Brooks  Air  Force  Base*  Texas*  developed  a  109- 
item  survey  questionnaire  to  gather  data.  Sixteen  of  the  109 
items  collect  demographic  data  while  the  remaining  93  items 
are  used  to  measure  £1  attitudinal  factors.  A  description  of 
the  factors  is  contained  in  the  Factors  and  VaHiSbles  booklet 
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at  Appendix  C.  These  demographic  measures  and  job  attitude 
'factors  are  then  grouped  into  a  systems  model  to  assess  three 
aspects  of  the  work  group.  The  first  aspectj  inputs  assesses 
the  demographic  data*  the  factors  describing  the  work  itselft 
and  the  factors  describing  job  enrichment.  The  second 
aspect*  work  group  process*  assesses  the  pattern  of  activity 
and  interaction  among  group  members.  The  third*  work  group 
output*  measures  task  performance*  group  development  and 
effects  on  group  members.  Reliability  of  the  instrument  and 
adequacy  for  the  collection  of  Air  Force  systemic  data  were 
verified  by  Short  and  Hamilton  (1981)  and  by  Hightower  and 
Short  (1988). 

Qiii  CfiiitsiioQ 

All  data  in  the  present  study  were  collected  as  part  of 
LliOC  consulting  visits.  The  OAR  is  administered  as  one  of 
the  first  and  most  crucial  steps  in  a  management  consultation 
process*  which  is  initiated  upon  the  request  of  the  unit 
commander.  All  work  centers  are  included  in  the  survey  and 
all  personnel  present  for  duty  are  administered  the  survey  in 
group  settings.  Only  LMDC  personnel  handle  the  survey 
materials  and  -respondents  are  assured  of  individual 
anonymity.  About  six  weeks  after  the  data  are  collected*  the 
LMDC  team  returns  to  the  unit  to  present  the  results  of  the 
data  analysis  to  the  unit  commander  and  supervisors  in  the 

.;.'e  treated  in  a  confidential 


organization. 


The  results 


manner  between  LMDC  and  the  client  commander.  At  this  point, 
the  consultation  team  and  the  commander  determine  strengths, 
weaknesses  and  the  need  for  corrective  measures.  Ulhere 
intervention  is  indicated,  the  corrective  action  is 
recommended  by  the  consultation  team.  Approximately  six 
months  after  the  intervention,  the  LMDC  consultants  return 
and  re-admi ni ster  the  GAP  to  assess  attitudinal  changes. 
Through  this  process,  the  survey  has  been  administered 
approximately  300,000  times  to  military  members  and  civilian 
employees.  Data  gathered  are  maintained  in  a  cumulative  data 
base.  The  data  used  in  this  study  represent  those  data 
gathered  from  1  October  1981  through  16  September  1985  during 
the  initial  administrations  of  the  GAP.  That  is,  they 
represent  or e- i nter vent i on  attitudes  as  opposed  to  the  data 
qatliered  during  the  follow-up  visit  six  months  after  the 
intervention.  Data  gathered  through  this  invitational 
process  included  several  bases  within  the  PACAF  theater. 

SubJs^^S 

The  GAP  was  administered  to  personnel  at  several  typical 
PACAF  bases.  These  include  Andersen,  Yokota,  Clark,  and 
Kadena  as  well  as  American  personnel  stationed  at  several 
Korean  bases.  The  total  PACAF  sample  responding  to  the 
survey  for  the  LMDC  data  base  included  878  officers,  1555 
enlisted  personnel  and  1^9  civilians.  With  few  exceptions, 
data  collected  reflected  that  the  demographic  characteristics 
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of  PACAF  personnel  closely  resembled  those  of  other  Air 
Force  personnel  in  the  main  data  base.  In  the  officer 
and  enlisted  categories  the  male/female  ratio  was  85/15> 
or  about  the  same  as  the  ratio  for  the  rest  of  the  Air  Force. 
The  ratio  for  civilian  employees*  liowever  *  was  different 
for  PACAF  than  for  the  rest  of  the  Air  Force.  The  PACAF 
male/female  ratio  was  45/55  as  compared  to  the  male/female 
ratio  for  the  rest  of  the  Air  Force  of  60/40.  A  complete 
listing  of  the  demographic  data  is  provided  at  Appendix  A, 
Note  that  the  PACAF  sample  includes  only  those  personnel 
assigned  to  the  PACAF  major  command  and  does  not  include 
those  personnel  assigned  to  the  Pacific  theater  but 
a  different  MAJCOM.  Therefore*  personnel  assigned  to  SAC* 
DIA*  or  other  commands  stationed  in  the  Pacific*  as  well  as 
others  in  similar  status*  would  not  be  included  as  part  of 
the  PACAF  sample  group. 

Statistical  analyses  were  performed  using  appropriate 
procedures  contained  in  the  Statistical  Package  for  the 
Social  Sciences  iSPSS2^  y®*rl5  !5yi99  (1903).  The  number  <N) 
shown  throughout  this  study  is  the  total  number  of  valid 
responses  in  the  pre- i nter vent i on  data  base  for  the  variable 
or  key  factor  being  examined.  For  the  analysis  of 
demuf ) I  aph  1 1  i  n  /  ci i  ma  t  1 1  m .  t  he  1  Ml)( t  la  f .«  wf ■!  i?  i J  i  v  i  dfd  into 
two  subgroups.  The  first  group  consists  of  those  whose 
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major  command  was  identified  as  PACAF .  The  second  group 
is  made  up  of  those  whose  major  command  was  not  PACAF, 

X 

that  is,  all  remaining  personnel  in  the  data  base.  SPSS 
suoprograni  "Crosstabs"  was  used  to  analyze  demographic  data. 

In  the  attitudinal  comoarison  of  PACAF  personnel  to  the 
data  base  the  two  subgroups  were  compared  by  personnel 
category:  PACAF  officers  to  other  officers,  PACAF  enlisted 

personnel  to  other  enlisted  personnel,  and  PACAF  civilians  to 
other  Air  Force  civil  service  employees.  Two-tailed  t-tests 
were  performed  to  discern  any  attitudinal  differences  between 
groups  within  each  personnel  category.  The  level  of 
significance  for  all  1  -tests  was  alpha  =  .05  (  i  .  e .  ,  the  95*/. 
statistical  confidence  level).  An  F-test  was  used  to  test 
the  assumption  of  egual  variances.  Where  indicated 
appropriate,  t-tests  for  unegual  variance  groups  were  used. 
These  procedures  were  used  to  determine  variables  in  which 
P/\CAF  dcta  vary  significantly  from  the  data  base.  The  next 
chapter  presents  the  results  of  the  demographic  and 
attitudinal  comparisons. 
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Chapter  Four 


RESULTS 

This  chapter  presents  the  results  of  the  OAP  surveys 
administered  to  PACAF  personnel  as  compared  to  the  results  of 
those  administered  to  other  USAF  personnel.  Complete 
demographic  and  attitiidinal  data  are  in  the  appendices.  The 
demographic  section  represents  the  results  of  data  collected 
on  various  demographic  factors  designed  to  describe  the 
characteristics  of  comparison  groups  in  complete  detail.  The 
attitudinal  data  compare  the  job  attitudes  of  PACAF 
personnel  with  the  job  attitudes  of  other  USAF  personnel  in 
terms  of  21  attitudinal  factors. 

Appendix  A  contains  a  detailed  analysis  of  the 
demographic  data  collected.  Tables  2*  and  3  highlight 
some  of  the  more  distinguishing  characteristics  of  the 
subject  group  as  compared  with  the  data  base. 

Table  1 

Sex  by  Personnel  Category 

Ma  1  es  <  V. ) /Fema  1  es<  */• )  PACAF 

84.5/15.5 
86.9/13.1 
45.3/54.7 


DATA  BASE 
87.7/12.3 
98.3/11  .7 
59.8/40.2 


officer 
enl i sted 
c i V i 1 1 an 
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Table  a 


21  to  23  YRSC/.) 

Age  by  Personnel 

Category 

PACAF 

DATA  BASE 

officer 

S.4 

12.4 

enl isted 

39.2 

38.1 

civilian 

9.4 

6.2 

Table  3 

Ethnic  Group  By  Personnel 

Category 

Asian/Pacific  Islands!*/.) 

PACAF 

DATA  BASE 

off icer 

5.4 

1  .4 

enl isted 

3.4 

2.0 

civil ian 

25.9 

2.6 

Black/Hi spanic  ( V. ) 

officer 

10.  1 

8.1 

enl isted 

28.1 

21  .3 

civilian 

16.3 

25.8 

Appendix  B  contains  a  detailed  analysis  of  the 
attitudinal  data  collected.  Of  21  factors  measured*  IS 
factors  had  statistically  siqnif leant  differences  between 
PACAF  persomel  and  the  data  base  in  at  least  one  of  the 
personnel  categories.  The  IS  factors  which  had 
statistically  'oignificant  differences  are  summarized  in 
Table  4.  In  each  case  the  higher  mean  is  highlighted. 

The  IS  factors  listed  are  those  in  which  significant 
statistical  differences  exist  in  at  least  one  of  the  three 
subgroupings  of  officer*  enlisted  or  civilian.  An  asterisk 
following  the  reported  mean  marks  the  specific  subcategory 
wherein  that  difference  is  found.  Of  the  15  factors 
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TAbl*  4 


Factor  Summary}  li»an  Scores  and  Significant  Differences 


Task  Autonomy  PACAF 

<P) 

Officer 
A. 63“ 

Enffste^ 

3.91* 

Civilian 

A. 75 

Data  Base(DB) 

A. 55 

3.83 

A.  58 

Work  Repetition 

(P) 

A. 53* 

5.81* 

A.A9 

<DB) 

A. 31 

5. 13 

A. 65 

Desired  Repetitive- 

<P) 

8.65* 

3.8A 

S.93 

Easy  Tasks 

(DB) 

a.A7 

3.SS 

3.09 

Skill  Variety 

<P) 

5.57* 

A. 65 

5.07 

<0B) 

5. A3 

A.  60 

5.08 

Task  Identity 

(P) 

5. SI 

5,18* 

5.A8 

(DB) 

5. as 

5.05 

5.33 

Need  for  Enrichment 

<P) 

6.07 

5.A5 

6.01* 

<DB) 

6.09 

5.A7 

5.69 

Job  Motivation  Index 

<P) 

135.98* 

10A.08* 

137.68 

<DB) 

1S6.06 

100.36 

131 . 18 

Work  Support 

(P) 

A. 76* 

A.  67* 

5. 10* 

<DB) 

A. 56 

A. 53 

A. 66 

Management -Super V i s i on 

<P) 

s.ie 

A. 77 

5.0A 

(DB) 

5.38 

A. 90* 

A. 98 

Supervisory  Communica¬ 

(P) 

A. 80 

A.  39 

A.7A 

tions  Cl imate 

(DB) 

A. 58 

A.  58* 

A.  57 

Organizational  Com¬ 

(P) 

5.09* 

A.  AO 

5.09* 

munications  Climate 

(DB) 

A. 08 

A.  37 

A. 61 

Advancement-Recogni t ion 

(P) 

A. 78* 

A. 31 

A.  10* 

(DB) 

A. 57 

A. 86 

3.79 

Uork  Group 

(P) 

5.96* 

5.50 

5.85* 

Ef  fee  t i veness 

(DB) 

5.77 

5.A6 

5.6A 

Job  Related 

<P) 

5.33 

A.  95 

5.6A* 

Sat isf act i on 

(DB) 

5.36 

A  .96 

5. AS 

General  Organizational 

<P) 

5.39* 

A.  37 

5.S5* 

Cl imate 

(DB) 

5.  SO 

A. AO 

A. 78 

«  statistically  significant  difference  in  means. 


SI 


wh»r«  •  siqnificant  diffvrvnce  •Mistsi  1  factor  was 
significantly  diffsrsnt  in  all  thrss  categories*  7  factors 
differed  for  at  least  two  categories  and  7  factors  had 
a  significant  difference  in  only  one  of  the  three  personnel 
categories.  While  IS  factors  differed  to  a  statistically 
significant  level*  the  degree  to  which  ttie  means  differed  was 
generally  less  than  .20  mean  scale  points  with  only  a  few 
exceptions  in  the  civilian  category.  The  discussion  in 
the  following  chapter  will  deal  with  those  factors  where  a 
significant  difference  was  detected  in  at  least  two 
personnel  categories. 
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Chaptsr  Fiv* 


Discussion 

As  conjsctursd  in  ssrlisr  chspters*  job  attitudss  among 
military  and  civilian  parsonnsl  assignsd  to  PACAF  vary 
littla  in  comparison  to  ths  job  attitudss  sxprssssd  in  ths 
OAP  by  psrsonnsl  assignsd  to  othsr  thsatsrs  or  commands. 
Nonsthslsss*  carsful  scrutiniiation  of  thoss  diffsrsncss 
may  offsr  opportunities  not  only  for  furthsr  rssearch  but  for 
possibls  action  by  top  Isvsl  managsmsnt. 

Analysss  of  ths  SI  factors  msasursd  by  ths  OAP  rsvsalsd 
statistically  significant  diffsrsncss  bstwssn  job  attitudss 
of  PACAF  psrsonnsl  and  thoss  in  othsr  commands  for  13  of 
thoss  factors  (Tabls  4).  Gensrally*  thsss  diffsrsncss  Msrs 
small  and  offsrsd  littls  justification  for  implsmsnting 
change.  However •  seven  factors  indicated  statistically 
significant  differences  of  means  in  at  least  two  of  ths  three 
categories  of  officer*  enlisted*  and  civilian  personnel*  and 
should  be  considered  more  carefully. 

Causal  relationships  between  these  seven  factors  and 
demographic  data*  geographic  preference  of  respondents* 
volunteer  status  of  respondents  or  other  variables  are 
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xlifficult  to  vstablisht  but  speculation  is  nonetheless 
possible.  Only  one  demographic  characteristic  is  dearly  out 
of  the  ordinary)  and  it  is  indeed  possible  that  such  a 
demographic  divergence  could  account  for  the  difference  in 
responses  to  attitudinal  issues. 

Table  A-8  of  Appendix  A  provides  a  statistical  breakout 
of  ethnic  groups  by  personnel  category.  Note  the  significant 
difference  among  the  civilian  population.  Air  Force  wide* 

Asi  an/Pac  t  f  I  c  Islands  civilian  employees  account  for  2.6*/. 
of  the  civilian  work  force  whereas  they  account  for  25.9% 
of  the  PACAF  civilians.  The  proportions  of  Asian/Pac if ic 
Islanders  are  higher  for  officers  and  enlisted  personnel 
as  well)  although  not  dramatically  higher.  "Blacks*  Not 
Hispanic"  are  also  higher  for  PACAF  than  for  the  data  base. 

It  is  entirely  within  reason  to  assume  that  personnel  in 
PACAF  show  greater  satisfaction  across  most  measured 
attitudinal  factors  because  they  adapt  more  easily  to  their 
off-duty  environment*  the  climate*  or  general  life  style  in 
their  region.  They  may  be  more  easily  accepted  among  the 
indigenous  populations*  they  may  more  readily  assimiliate  the 
particular  culture  wherein  they  are  assigned*  or  indeed*  they 
may  have  been  reared  within  that  particular  culture  in  the 
first  place.  Regardless  of  the  particular  conjecture*  two 
facts  remain  clear.  The  two  ethnic  groups  discussed  are 
significantly  more  highly  represented  in  PACAF  and  jf*b 
satisfaction  is  greater  in  PACAF  than  elsewhere*  foi  at  least 


measured  attitudinal  factors*  to  a  significant  dsgrss. 

This  chapter*  therefore*  addresses  those  seven  factors. 
Each  factor  is  discussed  in  terms  of  the  statistical  data 
registered  by  the  OAP  as  Mell  as  the  conclusions  which  are 
inferred  from  the  data.  Finally*  conclusions  are  presented 
in  general  terms  so  as  to  enable  decision  makers  to  choose 
among  recommendations. 

This  discussion  addresses  factors  with  a  significant 
difference  in  at  least  two  of  the  three  personnel  categories. 

1.  Work  Repetition:  Two  PACAF  personnel  categories* 
officers  and  enlisted  personnel*  registered  significantly 
higher  means  for  the  extent  to  which  they  faced  the  same 
tasks  or  problems  in  their  job  on  a  regular  basis.  These 
same  personnel  categories  indicated  higher  means  for  the 
extent  to  which  they  desired  repetitive  tasks.  Although  the 
difference  for  the  PACAF  civilians  was  not  statistically 
significant*  it  is  interesting  that  this  group  indicated  not 
only  a  lower  level  of  work  repetition  in  their  jobs*  but  also 
a  concomitantly  lower  level  of  desire  for  repetition.  Note* 
therefore*  the  congruence  of  results  for  the  factors  of  Work 
Repetition  and  Desired  Repetitive  Easy  Tasks  vis-a-vis  the 
respond  ent  personnel  categories.  These  results  seem  to 
indicate  a  fairly  consistent  level  of  satisfaction  among 
PACAF  personnel  regardless  of  the  direction  in  which  the 
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.iob  attitude  difference  is  registered.  It  may  be  conjectured 
that  personnel  in  PACAF  are  more  satisfied  with  the 
repetitive  nature  of  their  work  because  the  level  of 
repetition  matches  their  desire  for  that  repetition  across 
all  personnel  categories.  Indeed  this  may  be  one  reason  for 
their  being  in  PACAF  in  the  first  place. 

2.  Job  Hotivatlon  IndeM  (JHDt  This  factor  reflects 
overall  motivating  potential  of  the  job.  It  reflects  the 
degree  to  which  the  job  prompts  high  internal  work  motivation 
(see  Factgrs  and  V^r^agigs*  Appendix  C).  Measurement  is 
made  by  combining  the  results  of  six  factors:  Skill 
Variety*  Task  Identity*  Task  Significance*  Job  Feedback*  Work 
Support*  and  Task  Autonomy.  The  higher  means  are 
statistically  significant  for  PACAF  officers  and  enlisted 
personnel.  The  PACAF.  sample  registered  higher  levels  of 
satisfaction  than  the  data  base  sample  for  Skill  Variety* 

Task  Significance*  Job  Feedback*  Work  Support  and  Task 
Autonomy.  Civilians  also  registered  higher  means  for  JMI 
than  their  data  base  peers*  although  not  to  a  significant 
degree.  The  data  supports  a  conclusion  that  PACAF  jobs  are 
potentially  more  motivating  to  workers  than  jobs  associated 
with  other  commands  and  theaters.  No  clear  clues  are 
available  among  the  demographic  data  as  to  why  PACAF  jobs 
are  intrinsically  more  motivating. 

3.  Work  Supports  This  factor  measures  the  level  to 
which  an  individual’s  work  environment  is  hindered  by 


additional  dutiss*  inadaquato  tool«»  stc .  All  three 
personnel  categories  in  PACAF  responded  with  means  which 
differed  significantly  from  their  data  base  counterparts. 
PACAF  respondents  had  significantly  higher  means*  indicating 
greater  satisfaction  with  the  level  of  work  support  than  the 
data  base  respondents.  Civilians  led  the  statistical 
difference  with  a  .44  mean  difference  from  their  data  base 
counterparts.  Unanimity  of  opinion  in  this  factor  clearly 
indicates  that  worker  needs  for  support  by  way  of  freedom 
from  additional  duties*  adequacy  of  tools  and  equipment*  and 
adequacy  of  work  space  are  perceived  as  being  better 
satisfied  by  PACAF  organizations  than  by  other  Air  Force 
organ! zat ions . 

4.  Organizational  Communications  Climates  All  three 
personnel  categories  in  PACAF  indicated  greater  satisfaction 
with  the  communications  environment  in  the  organization 
than  the  data  base  sample.  For  officer  and  civilian 
categories,  the  differences  were  statistically  significant. 
PACAF  enlisted  respondents  likewise  registered  a  slightly 
higher  score  for  this  factor.  Overall*  then*  PACAF  personnel 
appear  to  hove  a  more  open  communications  environment  and 
more  adequate  information  flow  to  accomplish  their  job  than 
the  data  base  respondents. 

5.  Advancement-Recogni t iont  Mean  differences  in  this 
very  important  factor  were  statistically  significant 

for  officer  and  civilian  personnel.  Civilians  indicated  a 
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.31  mcale  point  higher  level  of  satisfaction  than  the  data 
base  for  recognition  of  their  promotion  potential*  good 
performance*  and  advancement  opportunity.  PACAF  enlisted 
personnel  also  tallied  a  higher  mean  in  this  category* 
although  not  statistically  significant. 

6.  Work  Group  Effect ivPhessi  Again  all  three  personnel 
categories  indicated  higher  levels  of  satisfaction  than  the 
data  base  for  this  factor,  although  only  the  officer  and 
civilian  categories  were  statistically  significant.  Overall* 
PACAF  personnel  indicated  a  higher  degree  of  satisfaction 
with  their  qroup^s  ability  to  generate  efficient*  hi  gh 
quality  work  as  compared  to  the  rest  of  the  data  base. 

7.  General  Organizational  Climates  This  factor 
measures  the  level  of  satisfaction  with  the  work  environment 
in  terms  of  pride  in  the  work*  self-esteem*  cooperation  and 
general  esprit  de  corps.  Two  personnel  categories  in  PACAF* 
officers  and  civilians*  registered  higher  mean  scores  to  a 
statistically  significant  degree.  The  enlisted  respondents 
had  a  lower  mean  among  the  PACAF  sample  than  among  the  data 
base.  The  difference  was  not  statistically  significant* 
registering  only  a  .03  difference  in  means  between  groups. 

The  organizational  climate*  therefore*  provides  greater 
satisfaction  among  PACAF  members  than  among  others. 

iU«9iLl£ 

The  results  of  the  OAP  administration  in  the  PACAF 
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theater  indicate  thati  while  differences  in  the  job  attitudes 


expressed  by  respondents  vary  little  from  the  overall  trends 
expressed  by  the  rest  of  the  Air  Force*  those  differences 
generally  favor  the  work  environment  in  PACAF  as  compared 
with  the  data  base.  Of  all  the  factors  wherein  a  significant 
difference  is  registered  by  any  personnel  category*  only  one 
scores  less  favorablv'  for  PACAF  than  for  the  data  base.  Of 
the  seven  factors  where  significantly  different  mean  scores 
were  found  in  two  or  more  personnel  categories*  all  seven 
indicated  greater  satisfaction  for  PACAF  respondents  than  for 
the  data  base.  The  results*  therefore,  clearly  irtdicate  that 
the  PACAF  work  environment  provides  greater  satisfaction 
to  its  employees  than  does  the  environment  throughout  the 
rest  of  the  Air  Force.  Intervention  is  not  indicated  and 
only  one  recommendation  is  made. 

QSS£iUli&D^6tS29StDdftlfiD 
The  PACAF  sample  responded  with  job  attitudes  that 
reflected  generally  greater  job  satisfaction  than  the 
data  base  respondents.  The  logical  conclusion*  then*  is  that 
one  ought  not  try  to  fix  what  isn’t  broken.  Existing  work 
practices  and  procedures  appear  to  be  providing  the  PACAF 
respondent  with  a  level  of  satisfaction  which  is 
demonstrably*  significantly  higher-  than  their  peers  in  other- 
commands  and  other  theaters.  One  possible  recommendation  is 
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off  er ed . 


Systemsi  procedures*  and  practices  currently  employed  by 
PACAF  units  deserve  careful  analysis  to  establish  or  dismiss 
causal  linkage  between  job  satisfaction  in  PACAF  and 
demographic  factors,  particular  ethnicity.  Where  other  than 
demographic  factors  are  found  to  be  the  bases  for  greater  job 
satisfaction,  some  degree  of  imitation  of  PACAF  practices 
may  be  warranted.  Specifically,  those  units,  commands,  or 
theaters  currently  experiencing  difficulties  with  worker 
satisfaction  and  job  attitudes  should  review  PACAF  standard 
operating  procedures  as  a  possible  source  for  alternative 
so lut ions. 
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APPENDIX 


Appendix  At  Demographic  Data 


Append i y  A 


Table  A-1 


Number  of  Respondents  by  Personnel  Category 


PACAF 
<n ) 

Data  Base 

( n ) 

Officer 

S78 

18033 

Enl isted 

13S3 

68974 

Civil ians 

149 

84345 

Table 

A-8 

Sex 

by  Personnel  Category 

OAr'AC* 

Off  <  •/. ) 

Enl  <•/.> 

C  i  V  ( •/.  > 

Off  (•/.) 

Enl  (•/.) 

CxvC/.) 

n  *  877 

1351 

148 

18005 

68838 

84339 

Male 

34.3 

86.9 

45.3 

87.7 

88.3 

39.8 

Female 

13.3 

13.1 

34.7 

18.3 

11.7 

40.8 

Table  A-3 

Age  by  Personnel  Category 

n 

OAr*Ar 

■  n 

ata  Bast 

EnlC/.)  C 
68967 

aff<y.)  Eni<*/.) 

»  878  1555 

CivC/.) 

149 

^  u 

Of  fc/.) 
18035 

:ivc/.) 

84339 

17 

to 

80 

yrs 

.0 

8.1 

3.4 

.0 

13.9 

1  .8 

81 

to 

85 

yrs 

5.4 

39.8 

9.4 

18.4 

38.  1 

6.8 

86 

to 

30 

yrs 

89.  1 

80.5 

13.4 

87.9 

19.5 

10.5 

31 

to 

35 

yrs 

83.7 

16.0 

18.  1 

83.3 

14.5 

14.4 

36 

to 

40 

yrs 

88.3 

10.9 

14.  1 

19.5 

9.8 

14. 1 

41 

to 

45 

yrs 

18.6 

3.5 

9.4 

11.1 

8.9 

18.6 

46 

to 

50 

yrs 

3.6 

.8 

6.7 

3.5 

.7 

14.0 

>  50  ' 

/r  s 

3.8 

1  .0 

31.5 

8.1 

.7 

87.0 
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Table  A-4 
Time  in  Air  Force 


■PACAF -  - Data  Ba»e 


Off  <  •/. ) 

Enl  Oi) 

CivC/.) 

Off  <y.) 

Enl  <•/.) 

Civ<X) 

n  «  278 

1351 

131 

12014 

68791 

21754 

< 

1  yr 

.4 

6.1 

1 1 .3 

3.4 

7. 1 

3.1 

1 

to 

2  yrs 

3.6 

6.9 

6. 1 

5.4 

12. 1 

5.1 

2 

to 

3  yrs 

7.9 

9.8 

10.7 

7.6 

12.5 

5.2 

3 

to 

4  yrs 

7.9 

10.8 

5.3 

7.1 

1 1 .4 

4.9 

4 

to 

8  yrs 

24.5 

24.2 

10.7 

21.4 

20.4 

11.8 

S 

to 

12  yrs 

12.6 

14.6 

8.4 

16.2 

12.9 

12.5 

> 

12 

yrs 

43.2 

27.2 

47.3 

38.8 

23.6 

55.4 

Table  A-5 

Months  in  Present  Career  Field 


- PACAF -  - Data  Base - 

Off<‘/.)  Enl<*/.)  CivC/.)  Off(*/.)  Enl(*/,)  Civ(‘>i) 


277 

1544 

146 

11951 

68575 

23999 

<  6  mos 

3.2 

3.4 

4.8 

3.3 

4.9 

5.6 

6  to  12  (nos 

4.0 

6.1 

8.2 

7.9 

8.1 

7.3 

12  to  18  (nos 

4.0 

3.9 

6.2 

8.0 

8.3 

6.0 

18  to  36  (nos 

20.6 

15.  1 

18.3 

21  .6 

21  .0 

13.5 

>  36  (nos 

68.2 

71  .5 

62.3 

37.3 

57.6 

67.6 

Table 

A-'6 

Months  at 

Present 

Duty  Station 

-PACAF— 

Off  C/.) 

Enl  <•/.) 

CivC/.) 

Off  <•/.) 

Enl  <•/.) 

C  i  V  <  •/. ) 

n  =*  278 

1551 

149 

11998 

68625 

23976 

<  6  (nos 

10.1 

13.7 

5.4 

13.9 

15.4 

6.3 

6  to  12  mos  22.7 

18.2 

10.1 

16.5 

18-5 

7.9 

12  to  18 

mos  14.0 

12.6 

13.4 

16.3 

16.2 

6.2 

18  to  36 

mos  46.4 

38.4 

28.9 

35.7 

32.0 

15.1 

>  36  mos 

6.8 

17.0 

42.3 

17.7 

17.8 

64 . 6 

35 
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Teble  A-7 


Month*  in  Present  Position 


D  • 

- PACAF - 

Off(X)  Enl<X)  Civ(X) 
277  1338  148 

Off<X)  Enl<X)  Civ<y.) 
11990  68346  24129 

<  6  mos 

13.7 

25.7 

12.2 

26.3 

27.8 

13.9 

6  to  12  fflos 

29.6 

23.0 

18.9 

24.8 

24.1 

14.8 

12  to  18 

mos 

14.8 

14.7 

16.2 

17.0 

16.4 

10.2 

18  to  36 

mos 

36. 1 

26.2 

23.0 

24.3 

22.6 

19.6 

>  36  fflos 

s.e 

10.4 

27.7 

7.2 

9. 1 

41  .4 

Table  A>8 

Ethnic  Group 

n 

f 

>ata  Bat 
Enl (X) 
68486 

Off  <  •/. ) 
•  277 

Enl <X) 
1543 

Civ<X) 

147 

1 

Off  ( y.  > 

1 1975 

Civ(y.) 

24163 

Amer  I nd/Alas 

1  .4 

1 .0 

2.7 

.7 

1  .4 

1  .3 

Asian/Pac 

Is 

3.4 

3.4 

23.9 

1  .4 

2.0 

2.6 

Black  «Not 

Hisp 

8.3 

22.7 

14.3 

3.8 

16.1 

9.5 

Hispanic 

1  .8 

3.4 

2.0 

2.3 

3.2 

16.3 

Whi te* Not 

Hisp 

79.4 

63.2 

30.3 

87.7 

71  .8 

67.3 

Other 

3.6 

4.3 

4.8 

2.1 

3.3 

2.9 

Table  A-9 

Marital  Status 

n 

.OAPAP  — 

1 

Data  Bat 

Enl  <y.) 
68852 

Off  <  y. ) 
-  278 

Enl  <y.) 
1549 

Civ<y.) 

148 

I 

Off <%> 
12024 

ie“ — —— 

c  i  V  <  y. ) 

24472 

Not  Married 

17.6 

32.7 

12.2 

21 . 1 

33.6 

18.6 

Married 

81.3 

63.0 

85. 1 

77.3 

62.1 

75.3 

Single  Parent 

1  .  1 

2.3 

2.7 

1  .6 

2.3 

6.0 
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T«bl»  A-10 


Spous*  Employmant  Status i  PACAF 


Gaographical ly  Ssparated 

Not  Geo.  Separated 

Off <X) 

Enl <X) 

Civ(y.> 

Off <X) 

Enl <X) 

Civ(y.) 

n  ■ 

13 

85 

7 

213 

922 

119 

Civilian  Employsd 

76.9 

56.5 

57.1 

35.2 

39.5 

22.7 

Not  Employsd 

7.7 

23.5 

42.9 

54.9 

46.0 

26.6 

Military  M«mber 

15.4 

20.0 

.0 

9.9 

14.5 

48.7 

Table 

■  A-11 

Spous*  Employment 

Status: 

Data  Base 

Geographically  Separated 

No  t  Geo 

1.  Separated 

Off  (y.) 

Enl  <y.) 

Civ(X) 

Off  ( y. ) 

Enl  <•/.) 

Clv(X) 

n  » 

40S 

3418 

1062 

8889 

39372 

17367 

Civilian  Employed 

5B.S 

58.6 

69.2 

34.4 

37.9 

54.4 

Not  Employed 

20.5 

26.5 

17.5 

37.0 

48.0 

34.3 

Military  Member 

21  .0 

14.9 

13.3 

8.6 

14.1 

1  1.3 

Table  A-12 

Educational  Level 

— 

-PACAF— 

- - - 

- Data  Base - 

Off  <  •/. ) 

Enl  <•/,) 

CivC/.) 

Off  <  •/. ) 

Enl  <y.> 

Civ<y.) 

n  » 

270 

1546 

146 

12003 

68722 

24212 

Non  HS  Grad 

.0 

.5 

2.7 

.0 

.8 

5.5 

HS  Grai  or  6ED 

.0 

42.6 

21.2 

.2 

45.2 

29.1 

<2  yrs  Collage 

.4 

37.9 

24.7 

.3 

34.5 

23.9 

>2  yrs  College 

.4 

15.3 

13.7 

1  .4 

15.8 

18.4 

Bachelors 

52.2 

3.0 

21  .9 

53.0 

3.2 

15.2 

Masters 

32.4 

.6 

15. 1 

37.3 

.5 

7.0 

PHD 

14.7 

.  1 

.7 

7.7 

.0 

1  .0 
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Table  A-13 


Professional  Military  Education 


n  ■ 

r 

>ata  Bai 
Enl (X) 
68821 

Off <X) 
277 

•'•f'HwHr  “ 

Enl <X) 
1942 

Civ(X) 

147 

-*  -*  1 

Off <X) 
12020 

ie“ — “”** 
Civ<X) 
24413 

None 

29.2 

21.2 

81.0 

34.4 

31.8 

78.9 

Phase  1  or  S 

.4 

32.3 

7.9 

1  . 1 

29.9 

7.9 

Phase  3 

.7 

23.9 

.0 

1 .2 

18.8 

3.3 

Phase  4 

.0 

13.1 

2.0 

.9 

11.4 

2.9 

5r  NCO  Academy 

.0 

7.0 

2.7 

.2 

4.8 

2.0 

Sq  Officer  Sch 

28.9 

.2 

1  .4 

26.7 

.2 

1  . 1 

Int  Service  Sch 

27.4 

2.2 

.7 

23.2 

2.9 

3.4 

Sr  Service  Sch 

13.4 

.1 

4.8 

12.3 

.1 

1  .3 

Table  A- 14 


Number  of  People  Directly 

Supervised 

n 

Off <X) 
«  274 

— PACAF' 
Enl <X> 
1922 

Civ<X) 

148 

Off(X)  Enl<X)  Civ(X) 
11981  68904  24422 

None 

40.9 

99.9 

99.4 

44.6 

63.8 

79. 1 

1 

Person 

9.9 

8.7 

4.1 

6.8 

6.9 

2.4 

2 

People 

7.7 

6.2 

9.4 

9.9 

6.6 

2.1 

3 

Peop 1 e 

9.1 

9.7 

4.1 

7.6 

9.0 

2.3 

4 

to  9  People 

13.9 

8.0 

12.8 

13.0 

7.2 

4.4 

6 

to  8  People 

7.3 

5.3 

7.4 

9.6 

4.3 

3.7 

9 

or  >  People 

12.4 

6.3 

10.8 

12.9 

6.2 

10. 0 

:io 
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Table  A-lS 

Number  People  for  Whom  Respondent  Writes  APR/OER/Appraisal 

- PACAF -  - Data  Base - 

Off<%)  Enl<X)  Civ<X>  Off<X)  Enl(*/.)  Civ<X) 


n  » 

274 

1540 

147 

12007 

68755 

24472 

None 

50.7 

62.0 

66.0 

51.5 

66.7 

78.8 

1  Person 

13.1 

12.0 

4.1 

9.1 

8.5 

2.1 

2  People 

8.4 

9.5 

6. 1 

7.0 

7.7 

1.9 

3  People 

5.5 

7.1 

5.4 

7.2 

5.6 

2.0 

4  to  S  People 

10.9 

6.B 

7.5 

11.4 

7.0 

3.8 

6  to  8  People 

7.7 

1 .8 

4.8 

8.4 

2.5 

3.  1 

9  or  >  People 

3.6 

.7 

6.  1 

5.4 

2.0 

8.2 

Table  A-16 

Supervisor  Writes  Respondent's  APR/OER/Appraisal 


PACAF - -  - - Data  Base 


Off (X) 

Enl <X) 

Civ(X) 

Off (X) 

Enl<X) 

Civ(X) 

n  •  273 

1519 

145 

11852 

67976 

23690 

Yes 

69.2 

69.2 

82.8 

77.7 

70.4 

77.0 

No 

20. 1 

21.9 

6.9 

14.1 

18.6 

9.5 

Not  Sure 

8.2 

9.0 

10.3 

8.2 

11.0 

12.6 

Appendix  A 


Table  A>17 
Uork  Schedule 


PACAF -  - Data  Base 


D  • 

Off (X) 
67b 

Enl (X) 
1536 

CivC/.) 

Off <X) 

1 1911 

Enl <X) 
68690 

Civ<X) 

63990 

Day  Shift 

56.3 

59.6 

93.  1 

59.4 

60.  1 

87.9 

Sw 1 ng  Shift 

.0 

6.9 

1  .4 

.6 

7.3 

3.6 

Mid  Shift 

.4 

5.5 

.0 

.  1 

6.9 

.6 

Rotating  Shift 

9.6 

8.9 

.7 

4.6 

13.6 

4.5 

Irregular  Sched 

9.6 

16.6 

4.6 

16.6 

16.6 

6.3 

Freq  TDY/On-call 

14.9 

6.4 

.7 

8.0 

6.5 

.9 

Crew  Schedule 

6.9 

1  .7 

.0 

15.6 

1.3 

.3 

Table  A- 16 

Supervisor  Holds  Group  Meetings 


- PACAF -  - Data  Base - 

Off<X)  Enl<X>  Civ<X)  Off<X)  Enl<X)  Civ<X' 


n  « 

676 

1564 

146 

11688 

67860 

84147 

Never 

6.3 

50.9 

19.9 

6.6 

16.3 

10.0 

Occasional ly 

60.7 

34.9 

66.6 

63.  1 

33.6 

34.7 

Month  1 y 

15.9 

10.6 

6.6 

13.6 

8.7 

18.8 

Meekly 

57.6 

63.6 

43.6 

46.7 

57.5 

30.6 

Dally 

66.1 

6.3 

1.4 

16.0 

1 1 .6 

4.5 

Continuously 

1  .8 

1  .7 

.7 

6.1 

5.6 

1 .6 

Table  A-19 

Supervisor  Holds  Group  Meetings  to  Solve  Problems 


- PACAF -  - Data  Base - 

Off<y.)  EnlC/.)  CivC/.)  OffC/,)  EnlC/.)  CivC/.) 


n  “ 

677 

1515 

143 

11865 

67468 

63817 

Never 

17.3 

69.4 

66.7 

15.3 

64.9 

64.6 

Occasional ly 

41  6 

36.5 

38.5 

46.6 

39.8 

44.6 

Half  the  Time 

£0.6 

15.8 

18.9 

61.9 

16.7 

15.4 

Always 

60.9 

16.6 

14.0 

£0.6 

16.6 

15.7 
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Table  A-aO 


Aeronautical  Rating  and  Current  Status 


D  * 

- PACAF - 

Off<*/l)  Enl(y.)  Civ(>4) 
370  1537  145 

Off(%)  EnlOi)  Civ<*/) 
11865  67700  83142 

Nonratedf  noncrew 

67.3 

9a.  6 

95. a 

61  .2 

90.6 

90.6 

Nonratedf  crew 

1  .  1 

a. 3 

.7 

2.5 

2.1 

.5 

Rated*  crew/ops 

17.6 

1  .7 

1  .4 

27.  1 

1  .6 

1  .6 

Rated*  support 

14.0 

3.4 

a. 8 

9.3 

5.8 

7.3 

Table  A-El 

Career  Intent 

( 

n  * 

A.  .. 

OffC/.)  EnlC/.) 
276  1546 

C  i  V  <  •/. ) 
125 

OffC/.) 

11968 

awa  BOOS 

EnlC/*)  CivC/.) 
68584  21070 

Retire  12  Mos 

1  . 1 

2.2 

8.0 

3.5 

3.  1 

6.3 

Career 

59. 1 

41.5 

36 . 0 

51 .0 

34.7 

51  .5 

Likely  Career 

19.6 

19.5 

24.9 

22.5 

18.8 

23.4 

Maybe  Career 

12.7 

19.4 

19.2 

15.1 

20.7 

12.6 

Likely  Separate 

4.3 

10.3 

11.2 

5.0 

13,7 

3.4 

Separate 

3.3 

7. a 

1  .6 

2.9 

9.  1 

2.8 

Note:  Vhe  number  <n)  is  the  total  number  of  valid  responses 

for  the  factor  being  examined. 
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Table  B-1 

Comparison  of  GAP  Factor  Scores  Between  PACAF 
and  Other  Air  Force  Personnel:  The  Work  Itself 


a 


n 

Mean 

t 

Job  Performance 

Goals: 

Off  P 

363 

4.78 

0.89 

279 

1  .  13 

DB 

11573 

4.72 

0.99 

Enl  P 

1499 

4.73 

0.97 

67857 

1 

o 

• 

o 

DB 

66360 

4.74 

0.98 

Civ  P 

143 

4.90 

1  .02 

23491 

0.56 

DB 

33350 

4.85 

1 .00 

“  •  —  —  —  A- 

n 

Mean 

§Q 

t 

Task  Characteristics: 

Off  P 

268 

5.42 

0.91 

1  1897 

1.37 

DB 

1  1631 

5.34 

0.95 

Enl  P 

1469 

5.08 

0.96 

1540 

1  .72 

DB 

65606 

5.04 

1.00 

Civ  P 

139 

5.31 

0.91 

23213 

0.05 

DB 

23076 

5.31 

0.95 

a  -  approximate 

degrees 

of  freedom 

are  given  when 

t-test  for 

qr oups  with 

unequa 1 

variance  is 

used . 

*  P  <  .05.  ** 

p  <  .01 

.  *•»*  g  < 

.001  . 
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Table  B-1  (Cont 

.  ) 

Appendix  B 

n 

Mean 

SQ 

t 

Task  Autonomy: 

Off  P 

DB 

266 

11664 

4.63 

4.55 

1  .44 

1 .36 

1  1930 

0.91 

Enl  P 

DB 

1446 

65934 

3.91 

3.83 

1  .44 
1.42 

67378 

1  .96 

Civ  P 

DB 

144 

23539 

4.75 

4.58 

1  .41 

1 .35 

23681 

1  .48 

n 

Mean 

SD 

d 

df 

t 

Work  Repetition 

Off  P 

DB 

274 

11839 

4-53 

4.31 

1.38 

1  .37 

?21  1 1 

2 . 62** 

Enl  P 

DB 

1533 

67812 

5.21 

5.13 

1  .37 

1 .37 

69343 

2.26* 

Civ  P 

DB 

145 

24046 

4.49 

4.65 

1  .39 

1  .43 

24189 

-1  .32 

n 

Mean 

iQ 

df 

t 

Desired  Repetitive-Easy 

Tasks: 

Off  P 

DB 

272 

1  1  478 

2.65 

2.47 

1  ,22 

1  .05 

280 

2.35* 

Enl  P 

DB 

1503 

66573 

3.24 

3.22 

1  .46 
1.42 

68074 

0.50 

Civ  P 

DB 

142 

23507 

2.93 

3.09 

1 .38 

1  .40 

23647 

-1.36 

a  -  approximate  degrees  of  freedom  are  given  when  t— test  for 
groups  with  unequal  variance  is  used. 

*  p  <  .05.  **  p  ■:  .01.  ***  9  <  .001. 
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n 

Mean 

SD 

t 

Job  Training* 

Off  P 

214 

4.51 

1.45 

9592 

-1,76 

DB 

9380 

4.69 

1  .48 

Enl  P 

1469 

4.54 

1  .50 

1542 

1  .64 

DB 

64890 

4.47 

1  .58 

Civ  P 

135 

4.69 

1  .52 

21958 

1  .49 

OB 

21S2S 

4.47 

1  .68 

Table  B-2 


Comparison  of  OAF  Factor  Scores  Between  PACAF 
and  other  Air  Force  Personnel*  Job  Enrichment 


n 

Mean 

SO 

t 

Skill  Var i ety : 

Off  P 

277 

5.57 

1  .  14 

292 

2.02* 

DB 

1  1918 

5.43 

1  .29 

Enl  P 

1528 

4.65 

1  .44 

69273 

1.37 

DB 

67747 

4.60 

1  .46 

Civ  P 

144 

5.07 

*  .  36 

24147 

-0.05 

DB 

24005 

5.08 

1  .37 

a  -  approximate  degrees  of  •freedom  are  given  when  t~test  for 
groups  with  unequal  variance  is  used. 

*  p  <  .05.  **  p  <  .01.  Q  <  .001. 
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n 

Mean 

§6 

- «- 

df 

t 

Task  Identity: 

Off  P 

375 

5.31 

1.18 

13158 

-0.13 

DB 

11665 

5.33 

1.31 

Enl  P 

1539 

5.13 

1 . 18 

1605 

3.33« 

DB 

67859 

5.05 

1.35 

Civ  P 

147 

5.43 

1.11 

24306 

0.87 

OB 

34061 

5.33 

1 . 17 

n 

Mean 

§6 

df 

t 

Task  Significance: 

Off  P 

373 

5.88 

1 .30 

13309 

1  . 10 

DB 

11938 

5.79 

1  .36 

Enl  P 

1530 

5.74 

1  .36 

1604 

1  .38 

OB 

68363 

5.70 

1.31 

Civ  P 

146 

5.73 

1  .30 

34359 

0.15 

OB 

34115 

5.71 

1 .36 

"  "  "  -  «  ^  - 

n 

Mean 

§C 

^f. 

t 

Job  Feedback: 

Off  P 

376 

5.00 

1.11 

13179 

1  .65 

DB 

11905 

4.88 

1  . 18 

Enl  P 

1531 

4.78 

1.39 

69593 

O 

■a 

• 

o 

DB 

68063 

4.76 

1.39 

Civ  P 

143 

5.03 

1  .31 

34360 

-0.39 

DB 

34130 

5.06 

1  .37 

a  -  approximate  degrees  of  freedom  are  given  when  t-test  for 
groups  with  unequal  variance  is  used. 

*  e  <  .05.  **  p  <  .01.  ***  B  <  .001. 
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n 

Mean 

SQ 

- a — 

df 

t 

Need  for 

Enrichment i 

Off 

P  270 

A. 07 

0.91 

11904 

-0.3B 

DB 

11A3A 

A. 09 

0.8A 

Enl  P 

147A 

5.45 

1  .26 

A7A09 

-0.A9 

DB 

6613S 

5.47 

1  .24 

* 

Civ  P 

141 

A. 01 

1  .02 

142 

3.62*** 

DB 

23283 

S.A9 

1  .  18 

- a - 

n  Mean  SD  df  t 


Job  Motivation  Indexi 


Off  P 

245 

135.92 

74.34 

253 

2.06* 

DB 

10695 

126.06 

67.21 

Enl  P 

1331 

104.06 

64.30 

62669 

2.13* 

DB 

61360 

100.36 

62.69 

Civ  P 

133 

137.62 

70.25 

21689 

1  .05 

DB 

21556 

131 . 18 

70.40 

a 


approximate  degree*  of  freedom  are  given  when  ^-test  for 
q.  p*  with  unequal  variance  is  used. 


*  g  <  . 05 . 


**  p  <  .01.  ***  p  <  .001. 
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Table  B-3 

Comparison  of  GAP  Factor  Scores  BetMeen  PACAK  and 
Other  Air  Force  Personnel:  Uork  Group  Process 


n 

Mean 

SD 

t 

Work  Support: 

( 

Off  P 

DB 

261 

11480 

4.76 

4.36 

1  .02 

1  ,09 

1  1739 

2.95** 

Enl  P 

DB 

1481 

66320 

4.67 

4.53 

1  .08 

1 .12 

1552 

4.93*** 

Civ  P 

DB 

142 

23320 

5.10 

4.66 

1  .02 
1.11 

23460 

4.62*** 

n 

Mean 

iQ 

df 

t 

Management  and 

Supervision 

a 

• 

Off  P 

DB 

263 

11241 

5.18 

5.32 

1  .40 

1 .34 

1  1502 

-1.63 

Enl  P 

DB 

1438 

64350 

4.77 

4.90 

1  .60 

1 .58 

65786 

-3. 1 1** 

Civ  P 

DB 

141 

22695 

5.04 

4.98 

1  .69 
1.64 

22834 

0.43 

n 

Mean 

iQ 

it 

t 

Supervisory  Communications 

Cl imate: 

Off  P 

DB 

256 

10904 

4.80 

4.86 

1  .46 
1.42 

1  1243 

-0.68 

Enl  P 

DB 

1450 

64593 

4.39 

4.52 

1  .63 

1  .64 

66041 

-2.97** 

Civ  P 

OB 

134 

22604 

4.74 

4.57 

I  .71 

1  .71 

22736 

1  .  14 

a  -  approximate  degrees  of  freedom  are  given  when  t-test  for 
groups  with  unequal  variance  is  used. 


*  B  <  .05.  **  B  <  .01.  **•»  B  <  .001. 
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n 

Mean 

iQ 

t 

Organizational 

Communications  Climate* 

Off  P 

265 

5.09 

1  .20 

11341 

2.63** 

DB 

il078 

4.B8 

1 .26 

Enl  P 

1445 

4.40 

1  .31 

64605 

0.67 

DB 

63162 

4.37 

1  .32 

Civ  P 

135 

5.09 

1  .30 

22358 

3.93*** 

DB 

22225 

4.61 

1  .41 

Table  B-4 

Comparison  of  OAP  Factor  Scores  Between  PACAF  and 
Other  Air  Force  Personnel*  Work  Group  Output 


Pride* 


Off  P 

276 

5.42 

1.38 

12145 

-0.69 

DB 

11871 

5.48 

1  .40 

Enl  P 

1509 

4.83 

1  .62 

69150 

-1.71 

DB 

67643 

4.90 

1.65 

Civ  P 

147 

5.50 

1  .45 

24188 

0 . 66 

DB 

24043 

5.42 

1.45 

a  -  approximate  degrees  of  freedom  are  given  when  t-test  for 
groups  with  unequal  variance  is  used. 

*  p  <  .05.  p  <  .01.  **#  g  <  .001. 
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n 

GD 

- a-  - 

t 

Advancement /Recogni tioni 

• 

Off  P 

866 

4.72 

1  .22 

1 1660 

2.00* 

DB 

11396 

4.57 

1  . 19 

Enl  P 

146S 

4.31 

1  .21 

66874 

1  .63 

DB 

6541  1 

4.26 

1.20 

Civ  P 

1  33 

4 .  lO 

1  .29 

22528 

2.65** 

DB 

22397 

3.79 

1 .34 

A  ■  “ 

n 

Mean 

iP 

t 

Work  Group  Effectiveness: 

Off  P 

272 

5.96 

0.97 

287 

3. 15** 

DB 

11510 

5.77 

1  .06 

Enl  P 

1477 

5.50 

1  .23 

6697 1 

1  .27 

DB 

6S496 

5.46 

1  .24 

Civ  P 

142 

5.85 

1  .  14 

23357 

2.00* 

DB 

23217 

5.64 

1  .25 

n 

Mean 

§P 

df 

.lob  Related 

Sa  1 1 sf  ac  t i on ; 

Off  P 

243 

'-1 . 33 

1.12 

10988 

-0.44 

DB 

10747 

5.36 

1  ,09 

Enl  P 

1  309 

4.95 

1  .21 

60903 

-0.11 

DB 

59596 

4.96 

1  .22 

Civ  P 

127 

5.64 

1  .  10 

21963 

2.31* 

DB 

P1B38 

5.42 

1  .OB 

a  -  approximate  degrees  of  freedom  are  given  Mhen  t-test  for 
groups  wi tH  onequal  variance  is  used. 


"  f>  V  .Ofi.  »  »  p  ,01.  »»*  p  <  .001. 
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Tabl*  B-4  <Cont.) 


Append i X  B 


n 

Mean 

§Q 

fiif 

General  Organizational 

Cl imate  t 

Off  P 

264 

5.39 

1 .22 

11422 

2.50* 

oe 

11160 

5.20 

1.25 

Enl  P 

1430 

4.37 

1  .41 

64545 

-0.94 

OB 

63117 

4.40 

1  .40 

Civ  P 

134 

5.25 

1.29 

2229B 

3.93**» 

DB 

22166 

4.78 

1  .40 

A  -  approximate  degrees  of  freedom  are  given  when  t^test  for 
groups  with  unequal  variance  is  used. 

*  B  <  .05.  **  p  <  .01,  ♦**  e  <  .001. 
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